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Very simply, for a project to be funded it has
to address both a specific transportation need
and contribute to overall transportation sys-
tem performance goals.

All along the way - from planning - to pro-
gramming - to project delivery there are
ways for you to get involved. The Montana
Department of Transportation (MDT) staff
listed at the back of this booklet are good
points of contact for each of these activities.
Or, if you’'d like more information on the
Performance Programming Process (P3)
visit the Department’s internet web site at
www.mdt.state.mt.us.




WHAT IS THE PERFORMANCE PROGRAMMING PROCESS?

Montana’s Transportation Commission makes investment deci-
sions annually on over $300 million in State and Federal funds.
Even with the dramatic increase in Federal Transportation funding
that Montana received in 1998 with enactment of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21), the
State’s transportation needs continue to exceed available
resources. It is not a surprise that in a state like Montana, with a
lot of road miles and very few people, resources will remain
scarce, and tough highway investment decisions have to be made.

The MDT’s Performance Programming Process (P3) ensures the best
systemwide investment decisions are made given:

=> QOverall direction from our customers;

=> Available resources; and

=> System performance monitored over time.

MDT defines the Performance Programming Process as:

“A method to develop an optimal investment plan and measure
progress in moving toward strategic transportation system goals.”

CUSTOMER-ORIENTED GOALS
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How P3 WORKS — A THUMBNAIL SKETCH

Several different annual and multiple-year activity cycles interact to
plan, program, and deliver Montana’s highway improvements. p3
ensures they are all moving in the same direction.

MDT’S PERFORMANCE PROGRAMMING PROCESS
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VISION

Montana has a statewide transportation plan that sets a direction
and a vision for how its transportation system will be managed and
developed into the future. This planning document known as
“TRANPLAN 21” was based on extensive public comment and tech-
nical analysis. It gives broad direction such as “improve pavement
conditions on the Interstate and National Highway Systems.” But, it
does not specify which projects should be built or the timing of indi-
vidual improvements.

PERFORMANCE GOALS

Given the direction set in “TRANPLAN 21”, the next question is:
“What can be achieved in highway system performance given cur-
rently available and anticipated revenues?” This question is
answered by performing a series of tradeoff analyses, and devel-
oping a performance-based funding distribution plan for systems,
districts, and type of work. Overall, the aim of this plan is to get
the best statewide highway system performance for the available
funding - and to commit to moving the overall program toward
specific performance goals. This analysis uses the technical power
of MDT’s management systems described below.

INVESTMENT DECISIONS

The funding distribution plan defines funding levels by district,
system, and type of work. This funding plan is based on predicted
system performance given anticipated funding and a specific pro-
gram mix being delivered. Clearly these predictions will only come
about if projects are developed and delivered consistent with the
plan. While P3 does not “pick” projects, it does guide the project
nomination process. The tentative list of proposed projects pre-
sented to the public during development of the annual “Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program” is consistent with this plan.
Based on public comments, a specific project either could enter or
be dropped from the new program - but the overall mix supports
the performance goals.

SYSTEM PERFORMANCE

MDT uses computer-based management systems that assist in sum-
marizing the condition of the transportation system and evaluating




WHAT ARE THE
CATEGORIES OF THE
FUNDING PLAN?

The Funding Plan recommends
levels of funding by “District,”
“System,” and “Type of Work.”
In all cases, the Funding Plan is
tied to performance for pavement,
congestion, bridge, and safety.

District
Montana has five Commission
Districts defined in MCA 2-15-
2502. The headquarters of these
districts are generally known as
Missoula, Butte, Great Falls,
Glendive, and Billings.

System
The three rural highway
systems are the Interstate,
National Highway, and
Primary Systems.

Type of Work
The three major categories of
Roadway work are Reconstruction,
Rehabilitation, and Resurfacing.
Bridge and safety work are also

the impacts of various invest-
ment options. These systems
are used in managing highway
pavements, roadway conges-
tion, bridge conditions, and
safety, and are supported by an
annual data collection program.
For example - ride quality, rut-
ting, delay time, traffic vol-
ume, pavement cracking,
bridge deck condition, and
crashes - are just a few of the
many technical and opera-
tional characteristics tracked
annually by these systems.
With P3, the management Sys-
tems are used to analyze vari-
ous funding alternatives. Just
as importantly, the management
systems are also used to track
the actual performance of the
highway system after the invest-
ments are implemented. This
feedback loop increases the pre-
dictive capacity of the manage-

tied to performance objectives. ment systems and MDT’s

overall accountability.

WHY USE THE PERFORMANCE PROGRAMMING PROCESS?

The primary reason to use the Performance Programming Process
(P ) is to focus MDT and its investment decision-making on its cus-
tomers - the users of Montana’s transportation system. By estab-
lishing customer-oriented goals and basing all of its investment
decisions on attaining these goals, MDT has put in place a process
that focuses its resources toward meeting the needs of the traveling
public and improving its accountability.

By defining the goals it is trying to achieve, P3 allows MDT to chan-
nel its resources into the programs that best meet these goals. MDT
can now assess the “bang-for-the-buck” of different investment

choices. With its performance measures, MDT can now determine
whether dollars spent on one program versus another brings it closer
to achieving its transportation goals.

A second advantage of P3 is that it provides MDT with a high level of
organizational alignment. Private companies and other agencies that
have fully implemented performance based budgeting have found it
results in everyone “marching to the beat of the same drummer.” All
employees know what the goals of the Department are, how move-
ment toward these goals will be measured, and how their role in the
organization fits into the overall picture.

Third, p3 gives MDT the tools to monitor its progress toward achiev-
ing its goals and to report results. This information gives MDT use-
ful feedback on which programs are working well and which are not.

CUSTOMER

PROGRAM
AND
PROJECT
DELNERY




This monitoring process improves the effectiveness of the invest-
ments made in Montana’s transportation system.

P3 also improves MDT s accountability in managing the transportation
program. By basing investment decisions on a well-defined set of
performance objectives, MDT is better positioned to communicate
the impacts of its investment choices and report on the results of
those choices.

Overall, P3 improves MDT's accountability to its customers for
managing Montana’s transportation resources.

MDT’s ANNUAL INVESTMENT
DECISIONFMAKING PROCESS
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WHO USES PERFORMANCE-BASED CAPITAL BUDGETING?

Performance-based planning and budgeting have long been used by
private companies to focus their resources on strategic business goals
and improve accountability to shareholders.

Over the last decade, approaches similar to Montana’s P3 have been adopted
by numerous state transportation departments, major metropolitan trans-
portation offices, and other public agencies. As revenues for public agencies
are likely to remain “lean” well into the future, performance-based budgeting
and capital programs are expected to be used ever more broadly.

KEY P3 CONCEPTS

CUSTOMER-DRIVEN

=> Public and stakeholders set vision in “TRANPLAN 21~ (statewide
long-range transportation plan).

=> Public and stakeholders comment annually on individual projects
in Statewide Transportation Improvement Program.

= District Offices (those closest to the customers) nominate the
projects consistent with the p3 funding investment plan.

INCREMENTAL DEVELOPMENT

=> New projects consistent with the p3 funding investment plan
are added annually into the program - no existing project is
disrupted.

=> Management systems will incrementally improve their predic-
tive capabilities based on annual feedback from monitoring -
no huge new data system needs to be developed.

HIGH LEVEL OF ACCOUNTABILITY
— P3 commits to a project mix tied to predicted system performance.
- p3 provides a method to track actual performance over time.

=> MDT is currently developing performance measures for proj-
ect delivery.




SUPPORTS SOUND INVESTMENTS

- p3 provides a way to demonstrate tradeoffs inherent in new
initiatives.

- p3 provides a way to demonstrate what is likely to decline if
funding is lost.

CROSS-CUTTING

— P3 links the policy goals in the long-range plan to specific proj-
ect investments in the annual construction program.

- P3 moves all of MDT toward a common goal regardless of orga-
nizational unit.

- p3 provides a feedback loop to monitor predicted versus actual
performance - and a way to fine tune investments over time.

How DoEs P3 Tie To FEDERAL
AND STATE REQUIREMENTS?

At the Federal level, TEA-21 requires a broad-based customer-oriented
planning process tasked with ensuring that existing transportation
resources are preserved. Also under TEA-21, there must be a link between
the goals of the long-range plan and the actual investment decisions made
in the annual Statewide Transportation Improvement Program or ‘STIP’
(23 USC, Section 135).

p3 fulfills all of these Federal expectations.

On the State level, P3 will in no way affect the funding distributions pro-
vided in State statute for the Urban and Secondary Systems (MCA 60-3-206
and 211). P3 also does not apply to the Community Transportation
Enhancement Program. The analysis done in support of p3 supports, and
is consistent with, Montana’s statutory requirement for the distribution of
Primary Highway funds (MCA 60-3-205) as well as the allocation of funds
for the Interstate and the National Highway Systems.

While not a State or Federal “requirement,” P3 will allow MDT to tell
Montana’s Delegation and the Legislature what it plans to accomplish and
has accomplished with Montana’s transportation resources.

MDT OBJECTIVES AND SYSTEM
PERFORMANCE MEASURES

MDT has established objectives, performance measures,
and performance targets in four program areas:
pavement, bridge, safety, and congestion.

Other areas may be added in the future.

PAVEMENT

Objective:

Preserve highway pavement condition at existing or higher levels on the
Interstate, NHS, and Primary Systems.

Performance Measure:

Ride Index - a measure of the quality (smoothness) of the ride as perceived by
the highway user.

Performance Target:

Interstate - average ride desirable or superior, less than 10 percent of miles
below desirable.

NHS - average ride desirable or superior, less than 20 percent of miles below
desirable.

Primary System - average ride desirable or superior, less than 20 percent of
miles below desirable.

Average Ride Index
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A HIGHER FUNDING LEVEL WOULD RESULT IN BETTER AVERAGE RIDE INDEX.



BRIDGE SAFETY

Objective: Objective:
Improve the condition of the bridges on the state highway Improve the safety of the state highway system.
system.
Performance Measure:
Performance Measure: Number of correctable crash sites funded for improvement.
Number of functionally obsolete, structurally deficient, and
substandard bridges as measured by the National Bridge Performance Target:
Inventory Condition Assessment. Reduce the number of sites with correctable crash features.

Performance Target:

Reduce number of functionally obsolete, structurally deficient,
and substandard bridges on the state highway system.
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THE NUMBER OF FUNCTIONALLY OBSOLETE, STRUCTURALLY DEFICIENT AND
SUBSTANDARD BRIDGES CHANGES OVER TIME DEPENDING ON THE LEVEL OF FUNDING.

MDT CAN IMPROVE A LARGER NUMBER OF CORRECTABLE CRASH SITES WITH MORE FUNDING.



CONGESTION APPEND]X

Maintain and improve the congestion levels on the rural portion
of the highway system and improve major interchanges and
system operation within urban areas. PROJECTIONS FOR THE SYSTEM PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Objective:

Performance Measure: MDT has completed the first cycle of the p3 process. The figures in
this appendix show the performance projections for the Pavement,
Congestion and Safety program areas based on anticipated funding.
These figures will be updated each year as MDT goes through the P
process and updates its Funding Plan.

Congestion Index on the highway system - a measure of travel
delay. The higher the congestion index, the less congestion and
the more mobility experienced by travelers.

Performance Target:
PAVEMENT

Interstate - Congestion Index > 70 (Level of Service B). ) ) .
The three figures show the projected roadway surface conditions for

NHS - Congestion Index > 55 (Level of Service C). the Interstate, NHS and Primary Systems. These projections assume
the current Tentative Construction Program (2001-2004) is carried
Primary System - Congestion Index > 55 (Level of Service C). out and future funding in the years 2005-2010 averages $65 million

annually for roadway work on the Interstate System, $61 million per
year on the NHS and $70 million annually on the Primary System.
The funding in any given year varies somewhat from these averages.
Please note that roadway work will address performance for both

Superior , , pavement and congestion.
High Funding

== - T T T T T T T T T T T T 77777 lowFunding Under this funding scenario, the Average Ride Index is projected to
stay within the Desirable band for the next 10 years for all three
_____________________________________ roadway systems (Interstate, NHS and Primary). The percentage of
Undesirable miles with Undesirable or Unsatisfactory Ride Index stays between 8
and 12 percent for the Interstate, between 15 and 20 percent for the
“Unsatisfactory oo TTTTmTTTTT NHS, and between 14 and 18 percent for the Primary System.

Congestion Index

The performance goal for Average Ride Index is to maintain it at
2000 2005 2010 Superior or Desirable (Index > 60) for each of the three roadway sys-
tems of Interstate, NHS and Primary Systems. An additional per-
formance goal is to maintain the percentage of roadway with
A HIGHER LEVEL OF FUNDING WOULD GIVE A LOWER LEVEL OF CONGESTION. Undesirable or Unsatisfactory Ride Index at less than 10 percent for
the Interstate System, and less than 20 percent for both the NHS and

Note: Throughout this booklet the Non-Interstate NHS is referred to as the NHS Primary Systems.
or National Highway System.




APPENDIX APPENDIX

Interstate Average Ride Index

Average Ride Index
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Interstate System has 1191 center line miles.

BRIDGE

The funding allocated to the Bridge program area in the Tentative
Construction Program will maintain or slightly improve the condi-
tion of the States bridges during the 2000-2004 time period.

CONGESTION

The figure shows the Average Congestion Index for the Interstate,
NHS, and Primary Systems. This figure assumes the funding
invested in roadways (see pavement above) will address both
pavement and congestion performance.

Under this funding scenario, the Average Congestion Index stays
above 90 for the Interstate System over the next 10 years and
between 70 and 80 for the NHS and Primary Systems.

The performance goal is to maintain Average Congestion Index
above 70 for the Interstate System, and above 55 for the NHS and
Primary Systems. The higher the congestion index, the less con-
gestion and the greater the mobility experienced by the traveler.

NHS Average Ride Index
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NHS (Non-Interstate) System has 2683 center line miles.

Primary System Average Ride Index
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Primary System has 2815 center line miles.




APPENDIX APPENDIX

Average Congestion Index
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SAFETY

The figure shows the number of crash-prone sites that can be cor-
rected at three different levels of funding. At the existing funding
level of $6.12 million per year, between 60 and 70 sites can be cor-
rected bi-annually. The number of sites that can be improved for
a given funding level drops over time because the cost per site
increases. This is partly due to inflation but more so because all
the “easy fixes” have been done and the remaining locations are
more costly to deliver. Hence, while the cost for each project
increases, so does the benefit experienced at that location in terms
of operational safety.

Crash-Prone Sites Corrected

Number of Sites Improved
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1998-1999 2000-2001 2002-2003 2004-2005

Year

High Funding Level — Existing Funding Level Low Funding Level
$7.54M $6.12M $3.54M

A return of $3-$6 million in accident cost savings for each
$1 million dollars invested in the construction safety program found
from an analysis of before/after safety reviews of correctable
crashes at improved sites. Accident cost savings include injuries,
fatalities and property damage.

Year
1998-1999 2000-2001 2002-2003 2004-2005
g{;g?ﬁzmding Level 90 85 80 75
lé)élsltzul\l/lg Funding Level 70 67 63 60
I&;g“sl fll\l/ll’ldil’lg Level 45 43 42 40




CONTACTS FOR P3 ACTIVITIES

Vision - Statewide Long-Range Transportation Plan

Dick Turner, Multimodal Planning Chief
444-7289
dturner@state.mt.us

Performance Goals and Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program
Jeff Ebert, Project Analysis Supervisor
444-7639
jebert@state.mt.us

Project Nominations

Missoula District

Loran Frazier, Administrator
523-5800
Ifrazier@state.mt.us

Butte District
Jason Giard, Administrator
494-9600

jgiard@state.mt.us

Great Falls District
Michael Johnson, Administrator
454-5880

mjohnson@state.mt.us

Glendive District

Bill McChesney, Administrator
377-5296
bmcchesney@state.mt.us

Billings District

Bruce Barrett, Administrator
252-4138
bbarrett@state.mt.us

Public Input for Project Delivery, for referral

Dave Dreher, Information Officer
444-6245
ddreher@state.mt.us

Project Delivery
Gary Gilmore, Engineering Division Administrator
444-6206
gagilmore@state.mt.us
Jim Walther, Operations Engineer

444-6005
jwalther@state.mt.us

NOTES



